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Remarks 

Reconsideration of this Application is respectfully requested. 

Upon entry of the foregoing amendment, claims 2 and 6-26 are pending in the 
application, with 9, 14, 15, 16, 21 and 26 being the independent claims. Claims 2, 9, 10, 
14-17, 21, 22 and 26 are sought to be amended. These changes are believed to introduce 
no new matter, and their entry is respectfully requested. 

Based on the above amendment and the following remarks, Applicants 
respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider all outstanding objections and 
rejections and that they be withdrawn. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 112 

Claims 9, 14, 15, 21 and 26 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, 
as allegedly failing to comply with the written description requirement. 

Applicants believe that these claims as presented in Applicants' amendment filed 
February 13, 2006 are supported by the written description. However, without 
acquiescing to the propriety of the rejection, in order to expedite allowance of the present 
application, Applicants have amended claims 9, 14, 15, 21 and 26 to even more clearly 
recite supported subject matter. For example, claim 9, as amended, recites "wherein said 
generating means is a script in said first Web page", which finds support in the written 
description (e.g. see page 55 of the present specification). 

Thus, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 
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Claims 9, 14, 15, 21 and 26 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second 
paragraph, as being allegedly indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Page 2 of the Office Action states 

The amended claims mention above contain 
limitations that were not clearly supported by the original 
disclosure. The limitation of claim 9, "said generating 
means invoked by said first web page" and similar 
limitations of claims 14, 15, 16, 21 and 26 are not 
supported by the disclosure. 

Applicants believe that these claim terms are clearly supported and definite. 
However, without acquiescing to the propriety of the rejection, in order to expedite 
allowance of the present application, Applicants have amended claims 9, 14, 15, 21 and 
26 as described above. For example, claim 9, as amended, recites "wherein said 
generating means is a script in said first Web page". 

Thus, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 2 and 6-26 under rejected 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 6,182,1 13 to Narayanaswami ("Narayanaswami") in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 6,353,839 to King et al. ("King"). For the reasons set forth below, Applicants 
respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Narayanaswami fails to teach each and every aspect of independent claim 9. For 

example, pages 4-5 of the Office Action state 

Narayanaswami does not explicitly teach of 
generating means for enabling a processor to generate an 
automatic channel form pre-populated with at least a URL 
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of said second Web page, said URL having been 
determined via interaction with a browser, said generating 
means invoked by said first web page. 

King fails to supply the teaching missing from Narayanaswami. Furthermore, 

King teaches away from using scripts or scripting languages, and thus teaches away from 

the claimed invention. For example, King describes: 

Thus, the present invention solves the problem of using 
client state in displays without the necessity of the server 
round-trip and without incurring all the memory and 
processing requirements of a full scripting language. 

{See King at column 2, lines 26-30, emphasis added). King further goes on to 
describe 

Both ActiveX and JavaScript provide full programming 
languages with object models, built-in libraries, security 
mechanisms etc. However, these environments are 
sufficiently complex to make them untenable on small, 
handheld devices. For example, the memory 
requirements of those scripting languages exceeds the 
memory available in handheld devices. 

{See King at column 6, lines 48-55, emphasis added). 

In contrast to King, amongst other features, independent claim 9 as amended, 
recites in part: 

generating means for enabling a processor to 
generate an automatic channel form pre-populated with at 
least a URL of said second Web page, said URL having 
been determined via interaction with a browser, wherein 
said generating means comprises a script in said first 
Web page 

{emphasis added). Applicants respectfully submit that King does not teach or 
suggest "wherein said generating means comprises a script in said first Web page" as 
recited in independent claim 9. In fact, King teaches away from "wherein said 
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generating means comprises a script in said first Web page" as recited in independent 

claim 9. 

MPEP 2144.05 III recites: 

A prima facie case of obviousness may also be 
rebutted by showing that the art, in any material respect, 
teaches away from the claimed invention. In re Geisler, 
116 F.3d 1465, 1471, 43 USPQ2d 1362,1366 (Fed. Cir. 
1997). 

MPEP 2146 D.l. recites: 

It is improper to combine references where the 
references teach away from their combination. In re 
Grasselli, 713 F.2d 731, 743, 218 USPQ 769, 779 (Fed. 
Cir. 1983). 

Since Narayanaswami and King, alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest 
every limitation of claim 9, they cannot render that claim obvious. Accordingly, the 
Examiner's rejection of claim 9 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) is traversed and Applicants 
respectfully request that this rejection be withdrawn. 

For at least similar reasons as presented above with respect to claim 9, and further 
in view of their own respective features, independent claims 14-16, 21 and 26 are also 
patentable over Narayanaswami and King. 

Furthermore, claims 10-13, which depend from independent claim 9, claims 17- 
20, which depend from independent claim 16, claims 22-25 which depend from 
independent claim 21 and claims 2 and 6-8 which depend from independent claim 26 are 
also patentable over Narayanaswami and King for at least the same reasons described 
above and further in view of their own respective features. Therefore, Applicants 
respectfully request that the rejection of these claims be reconsidered and withdrawn. 
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Conclusion 



All of the stated grounds of objection and rejection have been properly traversed, 
accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicants therefore respectfully request that the 
Examiner reconsider all presently outstanding objections and rejections and that they be 
withdrawn. Applicants believe that a full and complete reply has been made to the 
outstanding Office Action and, as such, the present application is in condition for 
allowance. If the Examiner believes, for any reason, that personal communication will 
expedite prosecution of this application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the 
undersigned at the number provided. 

Prompt and favorable consideration of this Amendment and Reply is respectfully 
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1 100 New York Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005-3934 
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requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Sterne, Kessler, Goldstein & Fox p.l.l.c. 



Jeffrey S. Weaver 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 45,608 
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